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¢ Introduction -

. '/' ,' . . Introdiclion ,

It is appa'rent that schools and .colleges of education are no longer the
smgle or even central knowledge productlon and utilizatign (‘KPU) agency in.
educatlon Although millions. of dollars are channeled each- year 1nto colleges ~
and un1vers1t1es for “the purpose of accompllshlng educatlonal research “and .

development there are other agenc1es and private orgamzamons compet1ng for
W

the same funds. Other agenc1es 1nclude, but are not llmlted to teacher ‘cen-

- ters, school’ d1str1cts, state departments of educatlon -federal- labs and develop- .

2

“ment - centers, and pr1vate for-profit and non- profltceducatlonal consult1ng and q ‘
development corporatlons The'competltlon for ,limited funds has' been flerce \/
and the sharp loss of confldence in unlver91ty-based researcherss ablllty to N
answer the pres§1ng problems of practitioners in the publlc schools. has not.
alded in balanclng ‘that competition. , | | ‘ (5 ’
| Nevertheless, schools of educatlon represent a major réesource for research'< ‘
and development and other knowled'ge-g,eneratton and knc ndgeuutnkzatlon act1-
vities (Glark, 1977). Personnel, funds and facilities'-exist whl’ch are capah'le of
2 being deployed for what 1s a high priority on most larger campuses - the
research function. In support of the research mission, a dean of educatlon may Y
choose from among/ many strategie.s. One of those strate"gles mi'ght be to Sup- B
port the "1dlograph1c producer " the lone researcher who. yvorks and Wr’ites‘
essent1ally wnthout the collaboraflve help of colleagues Another strategy is
often to create ‘a sheltered unit, or bureau that has as its main functlon one
or tiore aspeéts of KPU. -
B{lreia'us"have generally not been viewed by federal policymakers a.s havlng'
a:high potential . for research and de'v'elOpment. (NIE', 1975), although there has
‘: been controversy‘ over t‘hem from the early 60's (Siebbr ‘a_nd Laza‘rsfeld, 19<1: .
Gu’b ‘.196il 1965; Puffer 1967 Stockton 1970). On the other hand cons1de

able eV'ldencé ex'lsts that educatlo deans see them as v1able tact1¢£ structures .

{0 Y ,

|
i N .
Lo ; : .
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* and Guba, 1977). Since bureaus are part of the tactical repert01re available to

"deans, and one wh1ch is both utilized and contemplated today, it is 1mportant to

%

* . know what organizational arrangements have contributed most to.effi'ciency and

effectiveness in research productivity. Such knowledge is useful both to admin-
f T . K - : 7 a ) , -

‘istrators within universities, in and out of the education unit, and to Federal
- planners responsible for projecting and funding education research and deVelop--

ment programs. Therefore, three primary objectives guidé&-the study:' (a)-to

describe university-based bureaus of research and KPU; ‘(,b) to. describe the

organizational contexts of such units; and, (c) to project the potential of such'
» units for -the likely near future. - . N \
.“N ‘

Baclg;round and Theoretical Perspect1ves

The literature i‘n educat1on prov1des a /1ch body. of reSearch and commen-_

v

tary on the functionlng of bureaus'Z Both the potential (S1‘eb_er and Lazarsfeld,

‘”1‘966;- Puffer, 1967; Rossi, 1976) .afd the problemsl (Guba, 1964, 65: Stockton,
*.1972; Corwin, 1973) are explicated in painful detall, but blueprints for maximiz-
< e - ] . .h . N

- ing. effeCtiveness and minimizing 'problems have not been forthcoming. The

.,\ “« .

controVersy over the utility of such umts has not diminished with tlme Both

" Ross1~\(1976);and Hull (lg«refer to examples wh1ch buttress the organlzatlonal‘ '

:theory\on sheltered unit hich are creatéd in industrial and governmental

g

o )
- settlngs to protect and defend precarlous values. Such units in 1ndustry and

: £
. government are ;most always the sub]ect of controversy, m1strust or d1strusI

ﬂé . and/or overt host111ty fr(m the organlzatlon at large (Sh1butan1 1955; Selzn1ck

1957 Goode 1958 At"nold 1979). Both the soclologlcal llterature?and the

-organlzatlonal theory lltfr ure however, support the contentioh thgt certain

¢

klnds of "ehtlst" value
> ’ LY o

organlzatlon must be efended and protected whenever poss1ble

~ 1y . . . ’ o o
. [y P . . ) . _
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-wh1ch are often.pregar&o" in the context of the larger

o1

. to protect, aaugment or enhance reseatch and development pro’ducti'vity. (Clark

)



Selznick, in his studies of the Tennessee Valley Authority and in subse-
. )

quent work on administration (1949;41970), discussed the role of sheltered units
o \’
and their'function Basically, these units defend whatever values that. may be

necessary but threatened within an organization In schools -of education for

instance, bureaus often are postulated to guard the value of research in -th_e'

face of current opposition (such as the press for serv1ce) S'elznick’s theory-of

elite autonomy captured the distrust and d1sda1n held by the self- styled work-
‘

horses of an academic 1nst1tution- toward researchers In addition the sociolo=

gical literature on, sub cultures, aven though it haﬁ been addressed primarily to

1

’ dev1ance delinquency and marginal g:oup membe ip, prowdes understanding

-

of academic and professional group membership (Arnold 1970 Goods 1957

Katz, 1958; Shibutani, 1955) by focussing on membership of various power
> . h

groupings within universities and other professional groups (i, -, Psycholo-.
. . - N 4 .Iv'

.’

gists, psy¢hiatrists, etc.).

Thompgon (1967) identified an anc'illary prol)lem for organizations that

handle "unique or tustom tasks" such as universities. Their internal groupings

assume di_fferent configurationsvto perfornt one or more' specialized _functionsQ'-
Fo-r example, faculty members are organized into departments for housekeeping‘
tasks like- budget allocations and profess1onal specialities. But they are allo-_
cated into other g/roupings for other tasks,"such as inter-¢sc1plinary research
teams, committee work and doctoral committee ‘advisement. The concept of
grouping faculty .or specialized work -- espec'ially,‘in~ the face of funding pres- 4
sure for team-orie'{ited‘ research a proaches is compelling:

Learned and ‘Sproat (1966) jnceived organizations as composed both of‘the/

work env1ronment and assoc1ated tasks " Human response to the groupings

tasks and env1ronn‘ients c_an often re te both. contht in custom task organiza-

ayons attached to various tasks. Thus,

S .

_ 2
tions d&nd differeniial status des)
. . | N



e
some tasks acquire higher status_ than others.‘ Furthermore, those workers
within an organization who perform "elite" or specialized tasks oftéen share in &
greater rewards w1th1n the organizations. Re-sqarch is one function 1n‘schools~
of educatlon for which hlgh performance is almost always rewarded Those who

perform well at other kinds of tasks (e. g , teach1ng or fxeld serv1ce)'w1ll almost

L}

surely  be commended for those tasks, but 1nst1tutlonal rewards and prestige
accrue to those who do reSearch. Accordingly the insultation of high-reward
tasks into special units hasgfgreat potential for conflict. It w#s therefore impor-

tant to know whether the potential of such units ‘was great enough to justify
- ) | ; . * ’ \ »

. b

their creation or continliation; whether theére Avere or are contextual factors

"which promote or constrict achievement of R & D mijssions; whether the profes~

sional culture sUpﬁorts or constrains the unit; or whether other strategies for
_ supporting this- mission might provegmore fruitful : ‘/ _ 2 |
: At present, the organuatlonal angl soc1ologlcal hteratlu‘e\dellneates the
structure arﬁ function of sheltered units in, industrial and military, b}t/ not

educational, settings. However, ne1th%r a general theoretical des/crlptlon of

. 1 ‘ .

bureaus nor explanation exists for the organizational feature‘nberent in educa-
’ . ) 4 - N

tion unjts that enhance or inhibit mission achievement (c(m, 1973; Gaba and

Clark, 1975: Clark and Guba, 1977).

‘ 3 Ak
[~ Compoundlng the conceptual drought 1s a failure in meth'odology Variois

means of testing assumptlonsand hyﬁotheses about organlzatlonal contexts and
bureaus have‘not. proven particularly useful. Flrst the 1n&estlgatlons 1llum1-

nate neither the range of external nor 1nternal factors lmplnglng on effective~

ness. Second, the’ s\dles generally have notﬁx\d_e/d educatlon adm1n1strators to /

plan for better R & D utlllty and optlmal attamment \ s ' . (

’ »*The present study. w@s designed spec1f1cally to employ contemborary ‘organi-
. zational theorfz‘ and case stud aggregation methods on ‘the problems of ghel-

{

.« tered units or bureaus within educational-'insti'tu-Lans.' Traditionally, bureaus

N




have been studied either wilth case sludies or with single in-dgpth observation

&

forms. The results ate isolated casc sludies and other historical .. evidence

’ u - . .
lacking theoretical ‘generalizations. TherefoNudies df such units have been
B of . M . .

severeiy‘cpnstrained by the absence of a methodology that permits comparison

of documentary, analytic and historical evidence. A method does exist, how-
. o - ‘.,"’_\“- Vaooeren A-,‘:yll‘ ' R \/ \
ever, that possesses at-least moderate, usefulness for comparative analysis and. . '

subsequent theory developmenlt.

}

L4
v

\

Case Study Aégregation Method :
William Lucas (1974a; b) proposed 'c'".n-methodology that makes pos‘sibl-\e*bhe |
-comﬁar_ison of formerly non-comparable case studies. ‘Tﬁe case study aggrega- ’
tion method is particularly useful because it allows the aggregatiohﬁof studi(;s
that are ‘usiglly "non-randorri, diverse "and qualitatively aineven,."'~ Moreover,”

{

this is accomplished in such @ manner. tfat new insig’hts may be drawnfﬁromA

. ™

. . o ) '
ql'rgady existing research not intended( for the new purposes (Lucas, 197ah),/ .

" Lucas descriped the'methodology, ag follows: - _ s ¢ | \k&
' . / \ - . .
- ... the{case survey method... [draws] research together to iden- SO
tify what it- jg~ already "know," what it is we do not know, and
~ ~what it is Wwe $uspect...the case survey approach is particularly

= appropriate . for tgyxr view and summation of/case experiences, an . -
important type of®Dpolicy research literature. Case studies of local i

programs and agencies' are valuable, because they are a major compo- t !

nent of many policy research literatures, they are rich in information.

and insight,” and there, are -so smany of them® Millions' of dollars: are

spent each yegx’* on modest evaluations and reports on the activities of

local pr(;iécts. Ye¥ they are found scattered and isolated in‘govern- . °
ment |\ reports, consyltant evaluationd and academic publications that =~ ..
neithér address npor \rebut findings of earlier case studies. The case . )

sme method . was developed as a means of bringing diverse case.
studies\ together.under a common conceptual framewofk so that the -
finding )*Jill b& cumulative. : SN \B

“ -

In appl; ingq the method, é\fi{st step. {s to determigﬁ wh;t the phemendn

under investigation is. In this case, it was bqre&;s,' centers or in"tuté's?,

L -~

s
/ol

'dq)ted to a variety of knowledgeproduction or uttlization unctions,f‘élﬁd
v v

< .7 . ‘ .



P \ ).*

P . . . .
located within edﬁcat\@n units. (\. list of the phenomenon's outcomes and .their

p?ossible oetermin‘ants are organized under a broadset of c'onceptual and'theore-
gcal rubrics.. In this study, the rubrics were drawn bothr from previo('s bureau
studles and.from orgamzatlonal theory and research 11terature A set’ of\/pro-
) pos?tlons and counter propos1t10ns wege derived about the nature of the organl-

zational cllma&e and its function. 1t was these proposmons and their inverses *
. ) " - &
which were to be. tested. For-e ample, two proposmons ahd their counter-
L } e )
. propositions were: . L R \' S .
TN 1.  Research is a faculty pri- < _ 1. Teaching, not research is /
- ( T, orlty, and whép allowed to . -+ a faculty prlorltyk in all °
MR choose, _fatulty memberg over- - ~ classes of insjitutions except
o whelmmg will thoose research X ptrivate, docyoral-level,
)_ over teaching (Sleper and - - research-oriented mstltutlons‘
Lazarsfeld 1966) ' (q;lark, and Guba, 19%7).
2. Reseatch bureaus sh . There is always g tendencg L‘;‘ :
not and must not turn aw for organ}zaﬁons of a non- -
from Yesearch and do ser 1ce profit nature. to-turn agay, ,
or ex erlence ”g.o%dlsplace- least partially, from th&r¥ -
‘ment" ’ original go or to suffe

% "goal displaceent" (Bere}son
o

[; - and Steiner, .3964).
IP second st. in the inquiry was to generate a list of highly structurk

. N 4

ibstions and gnswlers about. the dutcomes of interest which could then be used
‘'with «each case study: Those questlons\aﬂd answerS\:orm a'n analytlc checklis

(4
The possxble answers Zé each of the questions are dellr‘féated in such a way tf

"' - g
each re der of the case studi can make the most approprlate response to&the
-~ v
question {,In addition, each estion allowed the readey to 1nd1cate whether the .

case study contained no mformatlon on that question, and ﬁrowded for & confi-

. dence level rating of his response. The conf;Zience level rating mdlcgted the

‘réader's certainty that the answer\Krowded was accurate. Ad_dltlonally, it
aljowed the analyst to examihe fu_rther’ hose responses of High certaihty. _

The next step included identifying the univérse ofi bureaus and identifying

from® among. those the unitsTwith (dqcumentar.y evidence on their organizations.

’

"e . £ R - i . . . '/ ‘v)

e ; -
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'Ideally,‘the/ﬁnlverée c{ught Jﬁb mclud( nlI units, although the number of bureau -

{ s

dlrectors w’ho reported no such e\ndcmc}tsted’ ran to 20% of all units identi-

l.

L)

fled Data for;t)}l:s study wem case studies, bureau histories annual reports,
"budget nand personnel requests and accredxtatlon studxes solicited from deans
;.an:d d1reetors of *such un1ts SCDEs, _identified as havmg such a unit, or plan-
n1ng to create one ‘were identified in the RI E Prolect Study (Clar‘k/and Guba,
1977). , Ten c_ase studxes‘_ existed in prolec;flles prior to .the SOllCltatISK\.l:/\
total of 93 ‘additional requests were made for burdau Fiocuments' to deans d ,

“bureau direct&rs. Responscs 'were rece1ved fromg67 (72%) admxmstrators but .

_. ;19 (20 ) d no documents and 14 (95%) stated such reports wjre conf1dent1al
A total off- 34 (37 ) returned ﬂﬁg documents " O these, 14 (16 ) we?‘.e complete

and )Jsabl ThlS 14 and'th‘e 10-or1g1n‘ | cas studxes or a ‘ta\l of 24 comprxSed ("

Ay

- . e ¥ : ;

* the sample. . ( -
Of the ~total returned the?were 16 (16 ) that w%it&r techhically

methodologlcally inadequate.- Fhat is, the documents were poorly wr1tten

sisted only of a,bro for client use or failed to deal w1th one

r
e outcomes of mterest ere

fh .general term :oa) ghs and mlss1ons of.bur aus; pr-ocesses or un tions,

c)_activities an roles ofgculty, d) unit mteﬁtﬁxon (with remamder) of educa-’
tion unit); and e) worker motivation, perceptions \n’d mwards ' ‘ i ™
As might ‘be expected) .those case studxes sohcxted were largely (’5 ) from ‘

& .
doctoral-level institutions. It is exactly that soft

It is also most often the larger doctoraI level 1nst1tutlons which have greates

lr'

.flexxblhty in deploymg resources ‘into such un1ts and ,whxc_h is most likely to
Q da

. e1th§‘ have bu_reaus in eXIStence alI&dy or'to be contem}jafinﬁ the creation of -
4 . ' . ' 3 ( N . . A ¢ * .
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. ‘ -3 ' D . ' t .o ’ L )
The' case, studies utilized for this study fairly obviously did not comprise

. . the universe of such studies. Nevem‘hcless, from fairly recent rgsearch (Clar:k
. and- Guba, 1977) on what institutions typically have bureaus, want them or plan ..

" to create them, eﬁ/w\aé inferred that the 24 cases . utilized were a fairly repre- '

sentative ‘sample. ) ' . o ’ ’

o : " . . l--
- In the seayjch for case studies from the,probable’ universe,'}d,ecision;rules -

' . ’ b ! " . .
were.-generated which guided/ both the search and sampling’ procedures. 'C_:h(/)ice
. .. . e B ‘o
of case studies, 5ampling parameters, and problems of bias, as well as decisions

- N

.

not to ‘{nckdde and reasonss for exclhsion; must be made explicity by a set of

decision rules which ‘serve two .purpoé . On the one hand; .they.makeﬁékplicit -
L ~ ‘L . | 2 N 3o '
( to the checklist readers and analysts the gyidelines and definitions which 5Gtruc- :

(’ 1
- W . : cut - . i ' ' 7
¢ ture the study. 'On the other hand, they clarify to the aud&nce criteria for
: L] “r:; v ‘ .. w . ' -
decisions to aggregate, ihclude and exclude. Where decision rules treat exchu-
r e "y P
>

si“on, particularly, examples of methodological or technical inadequacy,o(
: /. . .o 1 R

be included. . : .- :
‘ } - Lt “r v

. (y . . »

. . Y /A ’
. ./ - . .
Mefhodology, Bias and. Reliability. Probléms arose in’ th

: o
X dy” when &ertam
the/accuracy or vali-

}'&ta became "noisy", ikj( is, when ,questions. arose abo
M - - g -

-+ dity of the case stud'iel “themselves. Noise in the dat was_tri.bu,ted to two
° o . & -
biasing/problems, t},"med timing bias and balance bias. ' Co ‘/

The \;'S/I‘leeé'\pf timing bias relafed to the year in\which the documents K

were prepared, In -6\{gr half of thesc es.,' the case study materials were Qre-

}Sare}%priof to ‘19Ws Ta res t of the age of the studies, it is likely they,
. ‘ ” u ’ oM N - s
p reported condi:;\?suboth ‘interylal and external to the burezu and SCDE which

- ’

have been drastically alﬁe'red'wit.hin. the last half-decade more. ’Bpth termi-';;

nology' and understandings of KUP activities have chanae and "level‘s of sop}{is-

ve been b?oadened



‘agd dee'pened The' future of education.l KUP in 1969 70 may Aot look like the/

'1mmed1ate pasts of 1978 | Lo /

;- . o

Balance .bias posed angther difficulty1 Wth respevct tq, demographic dat‘a} '

3

' the. reports were ‘assumed‘to be fairly reliable. The numbers of. staff gradu‘ate

\

ass1stants refereed papers, and présentations, é}rd\he level of current and’

prOJected fiscal resources ‘were easily verifiable on ayinternal basis. Those"’
q

_data, however, Whlch might be termed "perceptual" were deemed more subject

—_

7

i
t

-‘to' man‘ipulation for politic-al purposes. The case studies themselves were often

prepared mternally, addressed to ‘certain constituents and designed. to serve.a ., -

l

variety of ' poWerful and sophis{icated purposes such as accre]litatlon and

F}
L]

budget ;equests For that reason, stro‘ng pOSlthe pro;ective ‘bids ly in-

~

h.ered"{ (meoln 1977) - g
. Those data .more amenable to bias probably tended to lead to occasionally

l.." [ . 1 Y]
erroneou.s conclus1ons is;e., td {oncluSions contrary to fact Lucas hag\ug-

* J
- gested two poss1bilit1es for determining:ireliabllity in 1nstances such as this.

The first 1s to 'use the® frequent duplication available in the literature and to

-

complete checklists OIk&WO different: observers rep%)rts (two case studies avail-

©

_able on the"same bureau).’ Where Two - ex1sted this was done The agreement

-betweer c_heck_lists&s th

¢ reader reliability" (Luc

perform f1eld checks -By gkathering field observations from those wha: were

- [

part of the. orig1nal program or uni

' by the readers sg)arate che

A‘lbureau.j Th1s form of- reliabil y check prov1des useful data on the "poss1ble

v i

biasf' (Lugas, 1974b),

—_ TN : X . -

— . Ny p
1Since current observations are fresher than mémories of tlmes past, the separa-
tion of sen events from those past, 1mporta)/tx but’ modest reliability may

be o 'edl

\)“ s

.
.
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The articular stud was nstramod b an mablht to “col a in the
\ <p Y co | Y Y- /baclvsda.t

.

x
, fléld 2= In thls Qase a relat1vely s1mplc but 1;‘nportant adaptatlen was utlhzed
P ; v 3 ’

z'Pﬁe\ pr‘esent study grew out of - the rarger ongomg RITE study (Clark: and .
e o nga 19154 ‘]:977)‘, whlch Jgenerated\ cons1derab1e mformatlon anc1llary\to the
i gxcentral thrust of that study,“but vcgﬁ’tral ‘to the - outcbrr:es\ of, 1nter'ést{.\1n the_
pi'esent mqm@ _-“' o \ _‘.o_"' . . . . { D

EI.; ‘-q—ﬂW)hetn ltwhecame ev1dent that somewhat older prOJectlons and predxctlons d1d " ;

Y

"’."not ex'hlblt congrueﬁge with contemporary states o£-affa1rs or when current.

. P

—
_,research contravened less reoent case studies,* ewde/y[ce .was sub)ected to the

. "cu‘rent realltles" test. Thﬁt is, data that Were generated -by the case stud'res

LN
-

were compared to newer research as a means of estabhshmg/bbservert/'eha- '
- bility, and testmg for pos1t1ve \prolectlve bias.” In some instances, of ¢ourse,

~

case .studies writers were \not to b? faulted for their g\enferous and optimistic-
future projections. In other instanCES, hovwever; case study writer (observer)
projections_ were overly optimlstic given the near, clear future That slightly
positive bias, especially yvith respet:t to'instituti'onal levels of7support, discr"K'
tionary -fundin.g, "and. proposed programhatic thrusts, was accounted for by the
’equiva’lent of field reliability checks. '

4 ’ ’ ) ”,
‘Analysis of Data

* Three  readers were chosen, all of whom have had either broad experience

< -

in educational administration or direct experience in bureaus and research
units. The readers rexiewed wlth “the analyst the purpose of the study,-the
method, decision rules and all definitions of__concepts for two days. At that
point, each of the three readers completed three sample case study_checklists
for ,whi;.h the analyst had‘ already ascertained the "correct" or most likely

N N ~

2Funds available for travel were severely limited. Fa

s 13
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answers (the’ analyst as princlpal inw-«,tigatoc was spresumed to be sufficiently

- expert"fo provide the, criterion estimaLe ) . The percents of agreements prowded
e ,

an estimate of interreader reliability .

A 33 percent agreement (or 22 of 67 questfons) either bet‘v en. readers (¢ or“""

between indiVidual readers and the analyst m1 \be expected splely by chance

' _‘\s, N

. smce- each item had at least t,hree poss1tl$le response catego
/.

iés. Standard-

S
]

dev1a‘tlon at the" 05 percent leyel of ‘C‘bnfidence w sYl 96) (3 86 +7.56. The

[*2]
]

VJ". eixpected chance agreement would “then not exceed 22 1/3 * 7.5 29.98 ques-

-

tions.. Converted to percent, this number of items was 44. 6%) Thus, agree-

E )

N - .
. ment on 44 6 percent of the items would be expected by chan+4or fewer than

one time in twenty s .

" In actuality, ‘perce'nts of\agreement both among the r,eadezand between
"; ‘ ' . - . “ . -. ’ N
readers and analyst‘ were far above the chance level. Between readers A and

B, the percent of agreement was 72; between readers B and C, the percent of

-~

‘agreement was 89, and between ‘A and C the percent of agreement was 71

Betvge\en the analyst and readers A, B, and C, the._percents of agreement were

-

69, 76, and 91, respectively. The high levelg__of agr'eement‘ between the *analyst
and reader C was thought to be a.ttributa_bleboth‘ to increasing sophistication of .
training the™readers and to the sophistication’ of reader C, w'ho. is c;ilrrentlys
employed in® a bureau setting Familiarity wit'h both the contemporary "bureau
setting and, Wlth organizational contexts appeared 1o reduce error and raise
reader reliability greatly. All percents of agreement which represent readér
reliability, were well -beyond the realm of chance (Lincoln, 1977).

‘For this study, all readers completed checklists on all case studies,
although if the universe ' studies is large, that need not be necessary if

reader reliability is well established. Once all checklists were completed, discre~

panc'iews were adj‘udicated,by the analyst/and responses scored.

€ : -

S DR V'
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Confidence Ratings. . , N
. N - . "l) ) .’ . . P \ '\ ‘ . ’\’
r Each~ quéstion on' the.analytic checklist had a confidenge rating scale.
© A

L
(leert type) en which the reader/analyst could 1ndicate his level of assurance

R

~ that the case study addressed ,the question utaambiguously 'I“hus,, t\}‘ae cohfl-
dence rating could be ‘used to ‘assess whethe,r responses to 1nd1v1dual questlons
. were based on clear statemen S statements/tor which there rmght be multiple or
-.amblguous méa:nngs or Simp\y inferen%s These,. ratings 1n effect assign a

"certainty" level to reader/analyst answers. Confidence level rati\ngs exhibivted

Jlgh levels of congruence' across readers.. In other words when casxe studies

;
/

were explicit, readers were uni_for;rﬁly confident; when’cases wére ambiguous or

u‘nclear, it was obvious to all ,.r‘eaders The coriplete set of propositions and

counterpropositions generated. ~ follows. Bes1de each is indicated in summary
fashlon whettier -the proposmon or its counter was suppdrted “All propositions

(ligted as "a's") are(drawn out as disembedded assumptions from Sieber -an.%/

K
-+ . .
" : 4
/
. 1 ’
# .
; e
.

-

L—azarsfeld (1964).

‘ .

.

{
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I’roposition |} Proposition Insufficient

Propositions and Counter-Propositions | sSupported | Not Supported |Information

I. a. Research productivity is a . : -
., sharedwalue in SCDEs, enjoying ’ : ’

-~ sympathy and support in all its . t
.. Jmanifestations. by most faculty. L

. |8 - - N . » . . R
*° s - b, Reséarch is a tenuous or R O :
v +  Mprecarious" social value, which 1 } ' ,
N\  must-at least be protected by = |- ol -
‘ _elites (groups withjn the ' :
rorganization res_pc;k]sible for
- .protection _of socidl values);
at worst, special saf®guards |
must be created to defend-the
value (and its protectois) from ot
/ gtrong groups with similar , . ) o :
" responsibilities who might attack ‘ . . * ' \
it. = (Selznick, 1949) r ‘ '

II.” a. Research is a faculty priority, R ~
and when allowed to choose," - .
\ .» faculty members overwhelmingly - X

A% .will choose, research over teaching '

4

b. Teaching, not research, is a 3 - f '

faculty priority. (in all but 2A ‘ ¢ :

institutions). (No "released

time" for teaching, only for,
. research.) (RITE, 1976)

) ' >
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Propositions Cont. - S

P’ro

Supported

osition { .
[:lot -Supported
P .

Proposition

- 14

Insufficient
Information —

I1I.

-a.

Bureaus are, and can corﬁmue
to be, sheltered workslopg !
&s

faculty

housmg 1ntellectual ,,g;)tmal
in

b. Bureaus may not be able,
the face of external and interpal
pressures, to \en]oy the status of

- protected unit, i.e. ,r flscally

protectéd, protected in terms of
the reward system, grotected
from -the hostility of extra-bureau

(Guba 1965)
y—

Iv.

a. Umver51ty' -based resea’rch
orgam’zatlons grow out of the
needs’of researchers to increase
their own opportunities for
serious- scholarshlip .

B A

1»

b. Since serious scholars

“especially those who are able to

garner external funding on their

. own, are reluctant to affiliate

with bureaus, which they per--
ceive as draining off resources
from research monies, i.e., over-
head expense, els. (Campbell
Report, 1975), bureaus are likely

. to be set up for other 'kinds of

reasons and by other,agents
than groups of scholars, e.g.,
bureaus as "holding companies,"
bureaus to fill ftimulation and
behavior-modeling roles, -bureaus
to shelter and,defend "precarious
values," such as research and so
forth. (Clark & Guba, 1975,
Selzmck 1970) .

—F

17
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o 'Proposi/tions Cont.. .~ |vropositior { "Proposition - Insuffncnent ’
RV - : , " .°, «| supported .|Not Supported Informatlon

S * V. a. Facillty d})ing extz‘ﬁisi\;ely oF - : (-, L :
AV ~ primarily research“will enjoy the , J e :
Voo * support and encouragement of - [T ‘ . :

: ' their non-bureau colleaguesvare 1 N X 4
not qngaged prlmarlly in.. - who . w ‘ A

. _;_; research o~

_ b/‘ Faculty who engage eXclu-‘ ’ s ‘ e
..8iWely or eveh-only primarilyin-|, . - | .o g
q’,‘;\rch will not always enjoy AR S _ _/,/ , SR
S EhQ support or encouragement?of . N
° thelr colleagues. (Guba, 1964) | ) e

8

A

( .. VI. a. When a researcher is only a

>’. P part-time researcher andMa ) f : X /
part-time teacher, research and | * . :

teachmg are both’ ‘compromised. X g S T

- v Nelther research nor teachmg '

,%/-g” are necessarily comprqrmse‘d ) - v/
e vhen a faculty member engages XN

" in both. . - , P

\\-Q T’(L — [ | —

PR Vil %\: organization's "true com- [ ‘

#  mithents" (the demands that are | L | X.
placed upon it internally and RN o
externally) are unchangmg . A N - '

[\ " v"

& el b. An organization's "true com- |

= mitments" are not unchangmg X ' g
R (Selznlck p. 73) : ’ ‘. " )

\

F)

-
=
A

% o
-
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~ Propositions Cont. '

. "jProposition
. [Supported

: :Pr,‘oposition
Not Supported

P
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.

Insufficiéht
. Information

a. Research bureaus should not
ahd must not turn away from
".research to do service. (8)

VIII.

.» ' b: There is a tendency for
.~ . . organization (of a non-profit
.e° .~ '+ character to turn away, at

Fr . - .. least partially, from their ori-
'ginal_go I§, or to suffer "goal
: wdisplacement." (Berelson &
- Steiner, 1964). ‘

R ‘,.I}f‘_a. Service interferes with
. - * .research. .

1 . L]

. s . (
~ b. Seryice may not necessarily
“interfere with research. The
" relationship,” at best, is unclear.

Pt

- X, a.TTeam,:especially interdisci-
plinary research, is bett\r: than
research’ done by single
"individuals.

A

b.- Team-type research is not
2 - necessarily beder than rgsearch
- ." 7 done Jthe lone researcher. -

rd

B

Pl

[y
Y=
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- Propositions Cont, ' |Ptoposition | -Proposition |Insufficient
. ' S : . Support Not Suppfrted | Information

s

2

¢

XI. a. Faculty can be persuaded " l/
o do team-mode typesjof ‘° . N v _
research even though profes- -. ’ 1 Xy o / ' a

) sional socialization e courageé TN o '

"~ . and-rewards the "long s

j__resear’cher"' (S) .

.. " b. Unless spectflcally\hlred for .
- that function, faculty will not _
engage in team-mode reSearch
if it endangers their ‘'standing
or advancement withip the
‘reward system. (The moges . -
closely the member holds t8 the
organization's professed alues
- s _ the*more likel¥ he is to
S W promoted -within the orgam-
l Y+ ¢ - zation. ) (Berelson & Stsiner,
. 196‘4) ..

v

rl

SUXIlE ek J‘he reward sysé‘e;ns of uni-
: . versities are, or:will-be,
‘ac,comodatmg of multaple mod\s‘
.. ¢«of research (i.e. teamwork '
' modes) L ,

b. Reward systems :of univer-
% ' . sities are, by and large;, not .
. f\ mul.tiply-fo,cugfd, but ‘single- A
-+ focused, rewarding theglone f "o W '
researcher. o S (J .
3 —
XIII. a. %I‘he asp ratlons; of deans for -
/\ . additional Afull-time research :
- . faculty hdve valldlty in the re&l
g - world. -, AR

A

b The qspl,ratlons‘ of -deans
* o with, respect fo hiring ‘fulltime
- . researchers does not have . )
vahdlty in the reatk world. - 5] B

. .o
. . b . N © . o
A re .. .
. 3
20 : '
. v ) .
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Propositiéns Cont Propositi(()ir/ Proposition %Mne{f/fi‘c;ieht :
T supported’ (Not S?xpported Information °

. . |

ey R . | ;

XIV. ‘a. When deans express a desire P

for more research faculty, they ! o Ty
. - . know what they want and under-f . J— IS -

o o stan lly what the costs are. T — :

v d*% Y e -
\\ 'B.- s do not know -what i . o S
oL ¥ want; they do npot" fully’ t < ¢ ' _

- : \,. nderstand the.costs, either Bl X :

© e€onomig, or’ psyc soc1al of - [~ 6 .

© .. . having “Full- time re archers 1n75 S,

s their units. S ¥ o B N
a. Faculty w111£ ppbrt thé "
aspirations of deans in Ki ing, _ 3 X
educatlonal researchers. ’ ~ A

. Q '. el
ST b, Faculty will not support the ) '

. ' aﬂgpu'atlo s of deans in- hiring . 4 X
- j@duc}mon 1 researchers. S '
: . k. —% g
.. A J i e
- s-; ‘( .
o
*fl'\» ‘ - .
e W -~ , ‘
’ l ' b o
7 , N
>
~ : '
) ' J 7 / ' : &
. // ‘ "-
P 4
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S  Conclusions and Disk|ssion ' o .
- > Lo ’ ) . .

A'Des;:ription of University - based Bureaus. The days of what one ,person ’/S

V call%’d\'those mythlcal thwestern bureaus" Are largely over. Most bureaus"
w. Y Ny

these days have between 2 and 4 persons FTL including cler1cal help rMore
than “half voperate w1th bnly or% graduate ass1stant if they have any at alf

They are almost without exceptlon mult1 -process units, although they may
/
have a programmatxc substantive focus (e.g. Center for Urban School Studles)

. .

-They gften engage, %s stated, in multiple processes, su*eh as research develop-

!

ment and evaluation,/ or dissemination, -adoption and field s\ervlceﬂ or research:

<

~ and field service. _ - . I

-~ - Most of the units created within the Jast e1ght to ten years have been

created on an a4, ho# bas1s That is, they respond to immediate percelved

needs or n,ew-thBu s in the field (e.g., the Center for Ecological Educatlon
the Institute for Mora Education). They often haveany small fac111t1es, and
the"major resources‘committed to the operation are\uEually in the form of one
parttlme clerical assistant, one: graduate assistant, and one fullt1me faculty line.
"A number of the newer bureaus are requlred to ]ust1fy their exist ce on
an annual b'as1s. To the extent that they are unable to capture outside|funding
k (from any of a variety of sources), and thus may not be able"to’sgta n all or‘
) a portion of their operation, they are alloweQ&o wither away! | |
. ide invinstitutions vyhich give the ‘

®

“.. doctoral degree in educationl About half of the sample included former

Most, although not all, of these units T

"teachers" college" universities, which are movmg 1ncreas1ngly toward expanded
'_def1n1tlons gf faculty roles (to lncludg research, development, and the like).
well over half of the uhits’ had as cne of their main functions the coordina-

tion, facilitation, or te‘chnical aldvising to research and development -brojects.

These functions were to be extended, by common understanding, to any f,aculty,
, & ) , )
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S N ‘ - R |
membe’mto mlght need the serv1g£, wh ther or not\*s/he might “be assigned to
- theBureau L o ' } -7 \J .
7\ . ’ Many of these l*?lt -are unde ‘oing-’miss n re.'d:e{inition or extension (Kfo

their former roles They are moving <more. heav1ly info service functions

.
»

¢ toward extended‘k owledge utilization functions (i.e. mstallatlon adoption',

'school plangnng, change agentry, 11nk1ng functions and the hke) and toward
T ‘
more ad hoc activities (i.e. w‘brkshops school evaluations, on-site in-service

£y & *

education etc.). The;y are attempting to respond however weakly, to the A&
A i \ :
pressm§ needs of public schoal personnel. - .
' ) ¢

The Organizational Contexts .’ The first of*‘four major propositions was that

-

s1gn1f1cant potential opportun1ty exists for the bureau to be perce1ved with
envy and distrust or as. deviant froNe normal organizatiorﬁl pattern of the )
Vsch‘ool of e.ducation. ﬁeverthele,ss, evidence df such perceptlon was notably..‘r
- absent. For instance, only three units Keported any extra'—bureau hostility to

L their operation and- more than half (17 of 24) reported -or implied fairly cordial l
relationshlps betweerr the . bureau and the {est of ‘the School of educatlon .

(several also did’ not report any 1nformation on this Variable) 'I'hose (unlts
Wh"l described as one of their mission |areas the facilitation of non-bureau
member research.orl developmen’t activities eport both the largest 1nc1dente of
non -member affiliation” for' such act1V1ty and the most cordial relationships with
the rest of the school or collﬁe of education But a number also reported.
~some dlfflculty in securing faculty\to work“on bureau pro;ects (9 of 24) Some
evidence also exists, however, to suggest that the value of such units is not
widely appreciated, nor a_r'e the wvalues .they embody w1deay shared within the

Lo \
iarger unit.

23




Although it is suggestgd that the  Y4gfren song" of servic'e may on occasjon

3 T 4‘ ’ - N ' , 3 a : 1 ‘ .,.

interfere with . e, research functién (Guba, 1965 Sieber and Lazarsf\eld 1966),

-y af * |/

' there was no ev1d,e.nce that most bureaus endured @);essive drain o their
-\

‘ resources in fulfillmg this mission, The case study wr1ters occas1onally 1nd1cate _

that serv1ce d&nands are high (five cases) tha't sugh /demands are mcreasmg
. " .
(81x cases),' and that reque§ts for e kmds of serv1ce are occas1onally dcurned

down (flVBA cases) e1ther for lack of- time or for lack of personngl. \ﬁ\lt gn no

-

cases did wrﬁters of the case studies indicate that service mterfered w1th or
-~ .
4 .

unpmged_ upon, ti_me for. research. In only two cases did case stugy writers

commbit that service demards dfrained, personnel away -from researc

\

The profess1ona1 school culture that socializes new profess1onals to the

"lone researcher" mode Kas not changed over the past 20 years (Sieber and

a.zarsfeld 1966- Stockton, -'1975). Thus newer programs of funded research,

'Wthh call for intra- . and mter disc1p11nary/ programmatic intensive team

approaches are still ne1ther comfortd’ble nor stable approacljies in most 1nst1tu-

tions over the long term. Further scant ev1dence exists that the trammg and
3 '

.soc1alizat10n of- graduate students, either to newer approaches .or to new. and

v ]

emerging roles, has ‘increased significantly. In only two case studies did

writers 1nd?e that)graduate students assumed major responsibilities for pra-

- je(;ts under aken by the bureau. In all other units which hired graduate assis- .

~

fant help, those students were assigned at best minor apprentlceship roles and

-~ at worst, clerical duties related to prOJects

:‘\

: The Potential of Such Units. ' Fiscal exigencies have, left bureaus and research

units in an ever more margmal position within the larger tnit schoq] of educa-

tion. Increasmgly left to fend for themselves in an RFP market, they have less

and less time, personnel and resources to devote to long-range mqulry an”

24
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relates to organlzatlonal arrangements wh1ch enhance facllltate or inhibit prq-

'1ns1ghtful but heretofore .unusable except for h1ghly specific purpose’s

e, . ‘ 22~
P ¢ . .
K . ' K ’ ) % —
3 v
:fundamental educatlonél prol)lems As a result,\they have been Iargely dealt
¢ 2y N
' out of the ma]oks‘earch/KPU functlons for .which they were m\tend/eh
Q.- . < ) . ) e —
e e - - . ) e . % * X .‘
- ' : : ' . Importance of the Study. : N
. N . - - /

- ’ .t Ty ‘ < s ) N
The Study makes three main contributioRs to education'at research F1rst

., 3 -~

it has 1nc/lased the fund of knowledge about R&D units or \bure‘aus housed in - .~

4

schools colleges and ~ departmente of educatlon especially as that knowledg:

3

.d(uctlwty Second ‘the study provided a tesh;\of the range of\ appllcablhty of
4

theory re{ ting to organlzatlonal contexts for such /@heltered units" And
third, the study provided for a tese/of the relatively new Luca‘s methodology,
w‘hlch had not been utilized with a collectlon of case stud1es from education.

The third contr1butlon is perhaps the most 1mportant since " it L yalidates a

new tool for researchers who may need or WlSh to cope with bodies of mater1al \
i

already in ex1stence wh1ch formerly would not have-been amenable to~ aggrega-
.

tion. Now' ablg, to aggregate random and d1verse case studies under a set of'

~5

common conceptual rubrics, the- researcher may utilize materials wh1ch were

»

One’ example of7 rich »case study materlal which comes ,to m1nd is the”

pand1ng number of program evaluations. Even when the programs are the

k4

ame, but in different' l'ocations throughout the count/ry,/often evaluatiSn efforts

-~

~do not produce ,comparable--and therefore meaningful--program-wide resuits, (

:[‘he case studF aggregation. method\ conducted as a form of evaluatlon audlt/or_

r
-

meta-ev\aluatlon, can a1d planners and program directors in drawing "together.

available researcr systematically 'and [establishing] what...it is we already

-

. 'know', what it is we do'ﬁot know, and what it’is we suspect..‘.s'o that f1nd1ngs

will be cumulative" (Lucas, 1974b). The addition of such a methodolo,’gl-cal tool*
- ]
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’ to the repertane of researchers greatly enhances the Qrob bxh‘ty that fmdmgs -

\
N - will be” s1gn1f1cant In afidition, 1t ensur"efﬁat research costs \wﬂl be. ultlmate-s\
. . ° . 3y
‘)'ly Iowered s1n;e. generatlon of newé research “will not bﬂ necess1tated ln order
I S Q'o ~ »
to produce compal(able results o - ' S
;\ , e e .
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